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ALL-COUNTY INFORMATION NOTICE NO. I-48-92

To: All County Welfare Departments

Subject: Statewide Hearings Study

The Institute for Social Research, California State University
at Sacramento, is conducting a study of the statewide hearing
process for the Administrative Adjudications Division.

Petailed information about the research is contained in the
attached study plan. Comments, questions, suggestions are
welcomed by the research staff. Principal Investigator,

Dr. Carcle Barnes, and Research Analyst, Sandra Sutherland can
pbe reached at 916-278-5737 or by mail at the following address:

Institute for 3Social Research
California State University, Sacramento
6000 J Street

Sacramento, CA 95819-6005

(FAX: 916-278-5150)

The study will provide data and recommendations to improve the
calendaring system, the use of technology and the productivity
of hearings staff.

Counties may be asked for assistance in gathering data needed
for this study. I am asking each county to cooperate with the
Institute for 3ocial Research. Any questions may be directed
to Dr. Barnes or Rosalei Morefield of my staff (916-323-5113).
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_LONNIE M, CARLSON

" Chief Administrative Law Judge

Administrative AdJjudications Division
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INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH

Carole Barnes, Ph.D., Director

September 3, ]992
To:  County Departments of Social Services

From: Carole Barnes, Director
Sandra Sutherland, Research Analyst
The CSUS Institute for Social Reseurch

The staff of the CSUS institute for Social Research is pleased to be working with the State’s
Administrative Adjudications Division and the County Departments of Social Services on a review
of the state hearing process. Our job is to' make yours easier. We hope to do this by:

« describing how the process actually works, using information available in the State
Hearing System and, if necessary, the counties’ files.

. interviewing key personnel in selected counties throughout the state 10 synthesize
creative strategies for streamlining the quality control and siate hearing functions.

. recommending some revisions in the procedures to eliminate duplication of effort,
minimize the number of hearing requests filed, and develop menu-driven computer
protocols for repetitive tasks.

If your county has developed useful "cheat sheet” summaries of the regulations, boiler-plated
position papers, useful issue codes, an effective case-tracking system, or any other innovation, we'd
like to know about it so that we can build on what has already been accomplished statewide. I your
county staff have recommendations for change in either state or county procedures, we would
appreciate a brief memo on the subject so that we can evaluate these suggestions in light of the
resgarch results. T

In shor, our responsibility is o examine existing data more closely in order to help state and
county staff understand how the hearing and quality control functions actually work. If there are
patterns that your county would like tracked, you might share these with us as well. If feasible, we'll
do our best to structure the data to do so.

We are reachable by phone (916-278-5737), fux (916-278-5150), and mail. Please feel free
to share these numbers with your staff and encourage them to share their ideas for improving the
determination and communication of eligibility for program support as well as the state hearing
process. *

California State University, Sactamenio
OO0 J Street Sacraments, CA 95819-6005  {916) 278-5737  FAX: (916) 278-6664
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ISR Estimated Timcline: ' Analysis of the AAD Siate Hearing Process

Collect information on availability and structure of electronic data from:
1) the Swate Hearing System {SHSY; 2) MEDS; 3) the County Case Data
System; and 4) sample countics” hearing and welfare data systems,

Obuain 1est data: SHS, CDS, and MEDS wpes for a sample of 1991
Cases.

Usmg test data, develop, test, and exceute procedures (or matching
adjudicative and casc records. Develop and test variable definttion and
construction procedures. Validity testing.

Compile a list of variables which nced 1o be obtained rom county
hearing office case files.  Working with test cases, coordinate
information transfer procedures with county hearing olfices.

Obtain complete data-sct comprised of SHS, CDS, and MEDS tapes.
Develop and test contert analysis coding procedures for ALY decisions,
Exceute procedures lor matching adjudicative and case records,

Select sample of approximately 1,000 ALJ decisions and code.

Qualitative interviews with DSS personnel, Counly Hearing Office
Directors, Hearing Speciatists, Eligibility Workers, and advocales.

Descriptive anatysis of computerized case data,

Provide list of cases and variabies 10 be obwined from county hearing
office case files.  Work wilh county hearing offices 1o oblain this
information.

Claimant phone icerviews.

Tiegrate county hearing office informution with computerized case daga.
Contens anabysis of ALJ decisions,

Multivariate analysis of complete case data,

Outline rescarch results and recommendations, Table construction and
writing rough drafl of report.

Rough draft recommendations presented to DSS.
Obtain D8S responses 1o rough draft report and recommendations.
Revision of report and recommendations based on DSS responsces,

Final seport and recommendations.




INSTITUTE FOR SocCiAL RESEARCH

Carole Barnes, Ph.0,, Director

STUDY PLAN FOR THE ANALYSIS OF THE
ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUDICATIONS DIVISION’S
STATE HEARING PROCESS

Cuarole Barnes, Ph.D., Director,
Institute for Social Research
CSUS

September 10}, 1992

The focus of this research, commissioned by the Department of Social Services
Administrutive  Adjudications Division, is 1w identify the organizational features and case
characteristics which influence the flow of cases through the AAD’s Suate Hearing process.

To identify these features, information will be collected from a sample of state and county
hearing files, program case files, PIAR message slips, and LSB billing slips. Interviews will be
conducted with State and County Social Services Department personnel, advocates, and claimants.
A sample of state hearing decisions will be content analyzed.

The research will culminate in a set of recommendations for improving the efficiency and
cost effectiveness of AAD’s State Hearing process. These recommendations fall in two major
categories:

« procedural chunges in the request for hearing process based on the
inter-relationships between issues, withdrawals, no-show likelihoods,
language support, hearing location and county; and

- proposed applications of laptops and related information systems in
routinizing and simplifying eligibility and administrative hearing
decisions and communicating relevant regulations and supporting
rationales for these decisions.

B
California State University, Sacramento
6000 J Street Sacramento, CA 95819-6005 {916} 278-5737  FAX: {816) 278-8664




Duata Collection

Data will be collected on organizational fcatures and case characteristics which could influence
the flow of cases through AAD's State Hearing process. Organizational features would include the size
of the county in which the case originates, the workload structure for cligibility and hearing staff, the
seniority and authority of the county's hearing specialists, program participation rates per 100,000 persons
(children) below the poverty line, the rae of requests (or hearing per 1000 AFDC population (or per 1000
nptices of action processed), use of auomatic conditional withdrawals for selected issues, and the
rehcaring rates per 1000 ALJ decisions.  Case characteristics would include the program, issues and
manner of {iling (oral or writlen) involved; claimant’s demographic profile including language spoken;
and processing variables such as filing and hearing dates, postponements and their timing, withdrawals
and their timing, continuances, show/no-show status, time required for hearing, decision, use of an
interpreter, use of authorized representation, and whether a request for rehearing is filed.

Information on the State Hearing process will be taken from several sources:

—

state and county hearing liles

2. program case 1iles

3. interviews with State and County Social Service personnel associated with
the detennination of cligibitity and adjudicative hearings, and advocates

4. interviews with claimants

3. state hearing decisions

6. Public inquiry and Response (PIAR) message slips

7. interpreter billings [rom the Language Scrvices Burcau (LSB)

1. Hearing files

State hearing files will be the primary source of information on the variables describing individual
requests for hearings. The variables lisied below are targeted for retrieval (via tape) from the State
Hearing System files.

« date of filing

« name of person who signed the appeal

- slate hearing number (date appeal was reccived and sequence number)
« claimant name (name of person on whose behall the appeal was filed)
« program involved in the appeal

« counly ol residence

« county invelved in appeal

»  clatmant language and dialect

» claimant phone number

» clatmunt wddress, including zip code

« authorized representation (yes/no, name, [irm or ageney)

« withdrawal(s) (yes/no, daie, conditional/unconditional, verbal/writien)
« posiponemeni(s) {yes/no, date)

« continuanceds) {yes/mnao, date)

« timeliness of hearing

« penadlics {yes/no, amount)




+ date and time ol hearing

= ocation of hearing

»  show/no show slitus

« decisions for cach issue (denied/uranted/granted-in-part/dismissed)
o issuc(s)

« rehearing request (yes/no, source, date, action)

« reopen request (yes/no, daie, action)

Our objective is (o retrieve as much information as possible on lape. Counties with computerized
hearing files may be asked 1o provide data for a subsct of cases during the sample period in a format
consistent with the CSUS Vax platform. Should a picce of desired hearing data prove (o be unavailable
in any compulerized format, its importance (o the study and the feasibility of manual data collection will
be weighed. Where it is practical, county assistance in assembling information for a subset of cases may
be requested.  Variables targeted for retrieval from county hearing liles include:

« oral or written request for hearing

« aid paid pending requested (yes/no)

» inferpreter scheduled

« claimant contact prior 1o hearing (yes/no and daie)
« interpreter assistance during hearing (yes/no}

« type ol authorized representation

« reguestor of postponements (claimant/AR/ALL

« actuad length of hearing

reinstatement (y/n, date)

2. Program Case Files

Personal data and program pariicipation for claimants involved in a request for hearing will be
retricved from program case [ies 10 supplement adjudicative records. Again, our objective is to obtain
as much information as possibic on tape. Cuse characteristics will be retrigved from the Department of
Health Services Medi-Cal Data System (MEDS). Case information {rom countics participating in the Case
Data System (CDS) and counties that arc nol parlicipating in CDS, but which maintain their own
compulerized case [iles, will be requested on tape. In countics not using a computerized program case
file system, county assistance may be requested 1o cotlect particular picces of information for a subset of
“ases during the sample period. Variables targeted for retrieval from program case files include:

« program ¢ase number (AKA MEDS county identification number)

+ social security number

« date aid pending initiated by county

+ gender of claimant

o age ol cluimant

» cthnicity of clainuu

« number ol successul applications for aid

- program enroflment tineluding, for cach aid category received, total months enrolied and
number of enrollments)

In addition 1o claimant characteristics, ugyregate counts will be collected for the notices of action
produced by cach county progrisn during the sample puriod.
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3. State and County Social Services Personnel and Advocate Interviews

A qualitative understanding of the adjudicative hearing process, and ils inlegration, on the one hand,
with the cligibility functions of County Social Service Departments and, on the other, with divisions of
the State Department of Social Services and the Department of Health Services, will be developed from
personal and telephone interviews with County Social Service stalf (Directors, Managers, Hearing
Speciatists, and Eligibility Workers), Adjudicative Law Judges, advocate groups, and state level staff in
PIAR, LSB, AAD and DHS. Information will be sought on the formal roles assigned to each organization
and staff member, the ways in which (he informal division of labor differs from officially prescribed
dutics, the formai and informal linkages between the separale agencics, funding mechanisms attached to
agency responsibilities, and, finalty, incfficiencies and solutions perecived and proposed by respondents.

Qualitative interviews, covering the topics listed, will be scheduled with persons in the following
job categorics in sclected sample countics;

a) Directors and Munagers
« funding mechanisms
» usc of PIAR and LSB
« responsibilitics of hearing specialists
« oversight of cligibility worker decisions
« allocation of cases to hearing specialists
» when position papers are prepared
« number of stalt relative o number of hearing requests and nolices of action
« how are cases assigned 10 appeals representatives and 1o cligibility workers?
= 18 there any tracking of cases?
» when is o case assigned o o hearing specialist?

by Hearing Specialists

» responsibilitics

« seniorily

+ position papers and timing of

« canned position papers a possibility?

+ wilhdrawals (timing, policics)

+ oversight of EW decisions

« feedback 10 FWs e decisions

« use of PIAR wd 5B

« do you have any prehearing contact with claimants?  What happens during this
contaei?

¢) Eligibilily Workers
« usc of PIAR
» do you work [rom any ouiline of the regulations?
« how often do you clarify the notice of action and reasons?
« is there any oversight of your decisions?
« do you have any prehearing contacl with claimans? - What happens during this
contact?




4. Claimant inferviews

Unstructured telephone interviews will also be held with a small non-random sample of claimants
chosen {rom thosc who:

+ seek clarification of the notice of action but don’t file (retrievable from PIAR message slips)
« [ile, bul don’t show

« file, but withdraw or agree o a conditional withdrawal

« have request granted foltowing a hearing

+ have request denied following a hearing

The intent of these interviews is to view the process from the viewpoint of the claimant.
Information sought would inctude reasons for fiting or not {iling a request for hearing, [or atlending or
failing to atiend the hearing once scheduled (including travel distance from residence Lo hearing location,
parking costs, and access 1o child care), and for withdrawing or accepting a conditional withdrawal. Other
variables of interest would be the claimant’s prior program experience, their prior hearing experience, the
issuc prompting the request Tor further information or a hearing, language spoken, knowledge of support
programs, and source of information about these programs.

5. State Hearing Decisions

To consider the feasibility of developing "canned” decisions, a sample ol decisions will be content
analyzed. Issues, types of evidenee, and decisions will be codified; cited reguiations will be summarized
and correlaled with types of issues, evidence and decisions.  Analytical catcgories will be created from
existing "boiterplate” decisions and summarized regulations, These decision variables will be related to
other case characteristics.

6. PIAR Message Slips

In some instances, calis 1o PIAR constitute a prior step in the hearing process.  The message slips
documenting incoming calls are important if some counties refer a large number of people 10 PIAR for
informational purposes, or if PIAR resolves, or has resolved in the past, the concerns of those calling.
Duc o space restrictions, message slips have not been uniformly retained for any significant time period.
PIAR has agreed 10 begin keeping message slips for (he purposes of this project, and it is estimated that
we will be able 1o obtain u complete set lor a lour-month period, Information from available slips,
including cluimant name, lelephone number, county, date, and program involved will be coded and
analyzed.

7. LSB Billing Slips

LLSB bitling slips contain the amount paid for transportation, parking, and the hearing itself, the casc
name and hearing case nusber, no-show status, language, county, daie and time of hearing, and worker
number. LSB has agreed 1o begin keeping billing slips {or the purposes of this project. If feasible, this
information will be matched and added 1o hearing and case data.




Sampling Design

Selection of Cases [rom the State Hearing System

It is important thal the sampled cases adequately represent the diversity of requests for hearings.
The following variabies have been identified as potentially important in the outcome of requests for
hearing:

« program involved in the appeul (AFDC, Food Stamps, Medi-Cal/Disabilily, Social Services)
» authorized representation

« interpreler assistance

*OISNUC

Ir some values of these variables are relatively infrequent, it becomes important 1o stratify the
sample seicction so Lhat smaller subgroups can be over-represented. This provides greater reliability in
the information collected on these groups. Sample representativeness would be improved by stratifying
on aid catcgory and interpreter assistance since there are relatively few Disability/Medi-Cal and Social
Service [iings and, in some countics, relatively few interpreter assisted hearings. Letting issue and
authorized representation vary randomty wilt provide an estimate of the actual distribution of issues and
advocales in the individual countics and programs and in interpreter-assisted hearings, Some issues may
have more staying power than others: this woukd only be apparent il issuc is allowed to vary randomly
when the sample is selected,

In all likelihood, the hearing issue wilt be one of the most powerful explanatory (independent)
variables. Since there are many dilerent issues, they will have to be grouped for analysis into relatively
homogencous calegories.  To adequately assess the contribution of issue in combination with other
independent variables Guuthorized representation, claimint’s language, claimant’s age or other demographic
charactenistics, and claimant’s residentiat distance from the hearing location), very large sample sizes
within program, county and interpreter-assisied cells are desirable, This can be more eastly achicved in
countics where the hearing and case data are computerized, Some parts ol the anatysis may have 10 be
restricted 1o data from the counties where this is the case.

Sample sizes must be farge enough 1o permit simultancous analysis of at least five independent
variables, including county, interpreter-assisted hearings, and program, without crealing unacceptably small
cells in the analysis. Expecting unegual distribulions of cases on most ol the independent variables, we
have set 3,000 as the minimum number of cases per sampling cell.

To adequalely represent smaller and medium-size counties, the sample should be stratified by
counly size. This mcuns that roughly one-third of the 24,000 sampled cases would be drawn from
countics defined as small (less than 1,200 cases filed in 1991 about onc-(hird of the sample would be
from medism-size counties (between 1,200 and 2,900 cases [iled in 1991); and another one-third would
be from large countics (over 2,900 cases filed in 1991). The recommended sampling design, to be
duplicated in smail, medium and large counties, is summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1.
Sampling Design for State Hearing Cuses, 7/1/91 to 6/30/2,
Stratified by Program and Interpreter Assistunce
andd Duplicated in Smuadl, Mediom, and Large Counties

Program Involved in Appeal
X‘::E:T;E‘z AFDC ;jil(] ‘Food Medically Soclial Total
Foster Cure Stamps Needy Services
No 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 4,000
Yes 1,006 1.000 1,000 1,006 4,000
Total 2,000 2,004 2,000 2,004 8,060

Selection of State Hearing Decisions for Content Analysis

Using 1991 data, which gave 149 as the median proportion of cases filed that actually resulted
in a decision, we estimate that a sample of this sive would yield approximately 3,500 decisions statewide
- roughly one-third of these decisions would be randomly sampled for content analysis. The decisions
are well organized and offer readily codable information.  The issue and decision are stated in the
summary, cvidence is cited in a section entitied, "{indings of fact," and applicable regulations are cited
("conclusions of Taw").

Selection of Coundies for Qualitative Interviews

Conducting qualitalive interviews in all countics is fiscally infcasible. Hearing data from calendar
year 1991 was cxamined o aid in the seleclion ol countics representing qualitics of possible importance
in the adjudicative hearing process.  Since many of the counties in the staie are relatively small and
because the drop out rate Tor filings is high, this sumple will be restricied 10 counties with a minimum of
1,200 filings in 1991, The choices, on the basis of county size, are:

Tuble 2.
Medium and Large Counties, Calendar Year 1991

Mediim
(1,200 . 2,800

Large
{over 2,901)

Fresno*
Kumn®
Samta Clara®
Contra Costa
Orunge
San Francisco
San Joaquin

Sacramento*
San Bemardino*
Alameda
Los Angeles
Riverside
San Dicgo

* denoies “typical” counties, which vary plus or minus one standard deviation on the hearing process ratios

summarized in Tabic 3.
‘The choice amony these counties can now be informed by other variables. 1t is important 1o



include a balance of northem and southemn countics, as well as counties which offer a diversity in
languages spoken since Lhe use of interpreters complicales the scheduling of hearings and increascs costs
in & variety ol ways. It may also be important 1o include countics which arc typical of others their size
and perhaps some which are atypical in variables which describe their adjudicative hearing processes.

Using the number of cases "washed” relative to the number scheduled for hearing, the number of
hearings scheduled relative to the number of complaints filed, and the ratios of granted and dismissed
complaints relative 1o the number of hearings held, county profiles were developed based on each county’s
distance from the mcan of these ratios. Counties plus or minus one standard deviation of the mean are
"typical” and those (wo or more standard deviations are "atypical." Table 3 summarizes the relative
distribution of large and medium countics on the hearing process ratios.

Table 3.
Refative Distribution of Medivin and Large Counties on Hearing Process Ratios”
Culendar Year 1991

Ratios
Counties Tolal cases Filings Washed/ Heard/ Dismissed/ Granted/
Scheduled Filed Heard Heard
Large
Los Angeles 19891 “+d +1 -1 +2 +2
San Diege 4530 42 +1 -1 +2 -1
San Bernardino 4351 +2 +1 -1 +1 +1
Alameda 3388 +1 +1 -1 +1 +1
Sucramento 3266 +1 +1 -1 +1 ~1
Riverside 2074 +1 +2 -1 +2 +1
Medium
Orange 2240 +1 +2 -1 +2 -1
Fresno 2160 +1 +1 +1 +1 -1
Contra Costy 1615 +1 +1 -1 +2 -1
Sunta Clara [37% | -1 +1 +1 +1
San Francisco [E] +1 -1 +1 +1 +3
Kern 1284 +1 +1 -1 +1 -1
San Jouguin 1206 +1 -1 -1 +2 -1

* Tabled valucs describe cach county’s relitive placement in terms of the number of standard deviations
from the mean county ralios,




Sacramento and San Bernardino are Lthe logical choices 1o represent Lypical northem and southem
large countics. There arc more choices among the medium-sized typical counties. Fresno, Kem, and
Santa Clara arc the Lypical counties. For north/south balance and for language diversity, perhaps Fresno
should get the nod to represent northern medium-sized counties and Kem to represent southern medium-

sized counties,

Among the atypical countics, Los Angeles is an obvious choice becuase it handles roughly 40% of the
filings in the state. San Francisco has an extremely high ratio of granted 1o heard cases (beyond the third
standard deviation); and whiic 9 of the 12 large and medium-sized countics are below the mean ratio of
heard/filed requests for hearings, San Francisco is above il San Francisco is reputed to have a different
organizational structure for cligibility and hearing cases which may be allecting the adjudicative hearing
process in that county. lis inclusion in Lhe sampic may shed some light on the effects of this
organizational variablc.

In summary, a suggested set of medium and large counties with good geographic and language
representation would include:

Tuble 4.
Counties Seleeted for Quulitative Interviews
Size
Positien on Hearing Ratios
Medium Large
. Fresno Sacramenio
Typicul .
Kern San Bemardino
Alypical Sun Francisco Los Angeles

Design of the Analysis

In general, analysis of the proportion of requests for hearings, by issue, representation, and
interpreler assistance, which are withdrawn, dismissed for non-appearance, or heard and decided will
provide information on the types ol cases which are more apt 10 be withdrawn or receive conditional
withdrawals, more apt to fail to appear, more apl to have their request granted or denied. Similar
comparisons will contribuie to an understanding of which case characteristics or organizational features
are associated with withdrawals, no-shows, and granied or denied decisions. The ratio of requests for
hearings filed to notices of action processed may highlight inter-county differences in the way requests
for clarification are handled and in the degree of communication between county workers and their clients.

Mote specifically, to articulale (he arguments that are being tesied in this rescarch, we [irst want
to understand what proportion and what types of cases are withdrawn and why. Summoary data for 1991
suggests that the proportion is high, implying thal many hearings arc scheduled needlessly.  Several
variables may influence the likelihood ol withdrawals. These include the issue, advocale representation,
language spoken, interpreler-assistance requested, county ol residence, program involvement and
experience, and the demographic characteristics of the claimant (age, gender, ethnicity). County of
residence, as a variable, masks others. Counties may have different policies regarding which issues are
contested and which summagily withdrawn. Countics may differ in the degree of discretion granted
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hearing specialists 1o offer conditional withdrawals. The type of supervision ol cligibility worker decisions
may influence the frequency of withdrawals. Finaily, the profile of issucs may vary (rom one county to
another.

A sccond dependent variable requiring explanation is the timing of the withdrawal or conditionat
withdrawal,  When are these two types of withdrawals most apl 1o oceur? Does representation, issue,
language, county of residence and ils associaled organizational variables, program, or claimant
characteristics affect the timing of the withdrawals?

A third dependent variabice is the proportion ol non-appearances al scheduled hearings. In addition
to the independent variables considered above, residential location within a county (c.g., zip code) and a
scheduled interpreter may also influence the taiture to appear,

Another dependent variable is the ratio of granted/denied decisions. I there are consistent
misinlerpretations of regulations in some countics on some issues, this ratio would vary accordingly, It
therefore becomes a diagnostic ol Tor identifying costly miscommunications in the nolices of action,
Advocacy may iniluence this ratio by charilying issues or marshalling cvidence more effectively. The use
of interpreters may have a similar eifect,

The previous dependent variables represent mijor stages in the adjudicative hearing process.
Several other process-related dependent vindables are iniportant.  Specifically, the ratio of requests for
hearings per 100 notices of action processed, the time between Tiling and the hearing, the proportion of
on-lime decisions, the time required for the hearing, and the frequency and requestor of postponements
are all important w0 understand, “Phese variables may also be inltuenced by some of the independent
variables discussed above.

Statistical presentation of the data will be in two parts: descriptive and analytical. The descriptive
section will provide a proportionate distribution of requests filed over the possible outcomes: scheduled,
withdrawn, non-appearance, heard, and decision. This will be given for the total sample, and for each
county size, program, and type of hearing (interpreter-assisicd or not).  Within cach of these control
varables (county size, program and type ol hearing), this distribulion wilt be shown by issue, advocacy,
zip code of residence, and sclecled demographic characteristics of the chaimant.

Discriminant analysis will be used (0 assess the refative importance of the independent variables
in predicting outcomes for the following dependent variables: withdrawals, their liming, non-appearances,
the requency and requestors of hearing postponements, granted/denicd decision ratios, time between [iling
and hcaring, proportion ol on-time decisions, and time required for the hearing,

A separate discriminant analysis using data from the content analysis of ALJ decisions will be
used 1o identily the variables which best predict whether claims are granted, denied or dismissed. Other
indcpendent variables, in addition (o those described above, include: types of evidence cited, regulations
cited, limeliness of the hearing and decision, and whether the case was held open pending additional
evidence.

Understanding variable relationships in the hearing process and in ALY decisions will suggest ways
to simplily and routinize the request for hearing process, the work of the hearing specialists, and the tasks
ol the ALJs. Although it is nol possible to prediet any specilic solutions, it is likely that a number of
clforts abrecady underway will be reiined and expanded to serve countics throughout the state. In today's
work environment, routine tasks are computerized; and small and relatively inexpensive computers can

)




handie massive amounts of data.  Conscquendy, many of the rescarch team’s recommendations will
undoubltedly involve the application of information teechnology, including laptops and networked systems,
to the state hearing process. Al this junclure, it would appear that the deienmination of eligibility could
be (and is, in at least one county) computerized -- greatly reducing worker errors and, in turn, potentially
reducing the number of hearing requests.  In theory, county position papers and ALJ decisions could be
built from the same data basc of regulations. Boilerplaling both could, in the former instance, provide
earlier feedback to claimants, which, in conjunclion with delayed calendaring, could minimize the cost of
scheduling hearings. And, in the lawer case, it could produce more consistency and quicker turnaround
in ALJ decisions, avoiding penalties and stress.

Laplop computers, cquipped with modems, constitule the portable link o a centralized computer
system. Assuming a statewide tracking system for hearings cases and statewide access 10 program data,
they could be used by cligibility workers when in-home visits are necessary or when clients request
information on the status of their case, by a rotating pool of workers and specialists charged with
clarifying notices of action and the regulations supporling them, by hearing specialists in the preparation
of county position papers, and by ALJs in the conduct of the hearings and in the preparation of decisions.
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